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1 . Clams 1-9,11-17,1 9-38, 40-44,46-50,52-56,58-60 are presented for 
examination. Claims 10,18,39,45,51,57 have been canceled. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-9, 11, 17,19, 20-22, 32, 34 , 38,40,44,46, 50,52,56, 59,60 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Childers et al. (5,986,913) 
in view of Campbell et al. (5,021,947) . 

3. As to claims 1-5,7-9, 1 9, 20,32, 34,52, Childers disclosed at least : 

a) an input and output device ( or system) for receiving data packets (see fig.1 (data 
input); 

b) a plurality of processing elements to receive the data input (see fig-l (10), see (10) as 
a plurality of SIMD processing elements in col.3, lines 34-40, see fig.2 for the structure 
of each PE); 

Wherein the input device was operable to distribute data packets in whole or in part 
(e.g. 1 to 1024 words) to the processing element depending the bandwidth (40 bit 
wide) of the processing elements (see col.4, lines 15-23). 
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4. Childers did not specifically show the number of PEs was determined based on 
the size of the data packet as claimed. However, Campbell disclosed a system 
including the number of PEs was determined by the length of the packets (see the 
function of number of PEs with the packet length fig. 15). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to use Campbell in Childers for including the number of 
processing elements determined based on the size of packet as claimed because the 
use of Campbell could provide Childers the ability to allocate the data based on the 
available number of processing elements, thereby reducing the possible occurrence of 
the conflict among the fewer number of processing elements , and it could be achieved 
by configuring the control parameters of Campbell , such as the variable length of the 
data packet (see for variable length) , into Childers so that the particular width of the 
packet could be recognized by a predetermined set of processing elements in Childers, 
and because Childers also taught that his number of processing elements had number 
of N which represented the number of data samples per line (see col.4, lines 7-24), 
which also recognizable by one of ordinary skill in the art that the more data samples, 
the greater the number of the processing elements would be, therefore , a suggestion 
of the need for determining the number of PEs based on the size of the packet size, 
and in doing so, provided a motivation. 

5. As to clams, 1 1 ,52,34,59, 60, Childers also included the receiving and the 
outgoing of data packets (see the output in fig.2, see also the parallel output lines in 
col.8, lines 17,26). 
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6. As to claim 6, Childers disclosed that his processing elements process the input 
data with delay time to complete the pipeline (see col.3, lines 60-67, col.4, lines 1-1-6), 
therefore, not all the processing element receive data at a given time. 

7. As to claims 1 7, 38, 56, Childers taught a plurality of processing elements 
operable to transfer data in and out of the processing elements (see fig.1 (10), see (10) 
as a plurality of SIMD processing elements in col.3, lines 34-40, see fig.2 for the 
structure of each PE), and capable of processing a single packet (e.g. see 1 to 1024 
words). 

8. As to claims 21 ,40, 44, Childers was also directed to s single integrated 
in plurality of integrated circuits ( col.1 , lines 39-40, see also the variation of the 
processing elements in col.3, lines 20-23). 

9. As to claim 22,46, 50 , Childers was also included circuit (see integrated circuit 
infig.1 (101). 



10. Claims 12,13 , 35, 41, 47,53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Childers et al. (5,986,913) in view of Gove et al. (5,371 ,896). 
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11. As to claims 1 2,1 3,35,41 ,47,53, Childers did not specifically show the stand-by 
operation as clamed. However, Gove disclosed SIMD including a plurality ' 

of operable to receive data and included a stand-by operation ( see col.56, lines 48- 
52). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use Gove in 
Childers for including the standby operation as claimed because the use of Gove could 
provide Childers the ability to avoid the error caused by the bus contention of the data 
traffic , and it could be done by reconfiguring the stand-by mode of Gove into Childers 
with modified control parameters (e.g. the busy and wait signals) so that the specific 
stand-by operation of Gove could be recognized by Childers, and Childers did disclose 
a delay time of the input data to complete his pipeline (see col.3, lines 60-67, col.4, 
lines 1-6), which was a suggestion of the need of providing a stand-by , wait cycle, or 
the like into the system in order to relieve the delay caused by the input data, and in 
doing so, provided a motivation. 

12. As to claim 47, Gove also included operation (see the wait signal in plurality of 
integrated circuits (see fig.1 ). 

13. Claims 23-31 , 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) and (b) as being 
anticipated by Horst (5,404,550). 

14. As to claims 23,25, 58 Horst disclosed a SIMD system including e plurality of 
processing elements (see fig.6, col.1 , lines 7-22 for background, see also col .2, lines 
61-66 for the processing elements ) operable to transfer data packet of deferent size 
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respective to the processing elements (see variable packet size in col.5, lines 14-18). 

1 5. As to claim 24, Horst also included different addresses because the (e.g. see 
the received packet in different entries of the queue in col.1 1, lines 20-50, see also 
fig.15). 

16. As to claims 26-28, Horst also directed to a batch of packets (see plurality of 
packets queues in col.1 1 , lines 7-19). 

17. As to claims 29-31 , Horst also included transfer of the batches depending on the 
processing speed (see the readout of the waiting packet in col.1 1 , lines 8-68, col.1 2, 
lines 1-9). 

18. Claims 14,15, 33,36,37, 42,43, 48,49, 54,55 are rejected under 35 U. .S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown (5,872,993) in view of Childers et al. 
(5,986,913). 

19. As to claims 14,15, 36,37, 54, 55, Brown disclosed a data processing system 
(see fig.3) including at least : 

a) hardware accelerator (HW ACC) operable to receive processing requests from 
processing elements and return result to the processing elements (see the read/write 
requests tot eh hardware accelerator in col.25, lines 5-40, col.27, lines 50-67, *1.28, 
lines 1-39, see how DSP communicated with HW ACC in col.7, lines 50-62, see the 
MCU and DFP as the functional operations with the DSP in col.7, lines 3-47 for 
background ); 

b) input/output system for transferring requests form the processing elements (see 
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the DSP 300 and second DSP 360, col.6, lines 45-49) to the e hardware accelerator 
(e.g. see the DFP as an interface control in col.25, lines 5d0, 01 .27, lines 50-67, 
col.28, lines'1-39) ; 

c) wherein the processing elements are operable to process the results when all 
such results were returned (see the data input and output from HW ACC in col .25, 
lines 5-40, col.27, lines 50-67, col.28, lines 1-67, col.29, lines 1-67, col.30, lines 1-21). 
15. Brown did not specifically show his processing elements (the DSPs) were 
single instruction and multiple data as claimed. However Childers disclosed a system 
including single instruction multiple data (e.g. see col.3, lines 34-40). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ad to use Childers in Brown for including' 
the single instruction multiple data as claimed because the use of Childers could 
provide the processing capability of Brown to integrate a specific type of processing 
mode , such as the single instruction multiple data into the digital system of Brown, 
thereby, providing the ability to accept additional processing structure, and therefore, 
increasing the adaptability of the system, and it could be readily achieved by predefining 
the single instruction and multiple data format of Childers with modified control 
parameters (e.g. the processing type and the mode switch single) into Brown so that 
the single instruction and multiple data format of Childers could be recognized by 
Brown in order to provide the enhanced processing capability, and for the above 
reasons , provided a motivation. 
20. As to the order of the requests , see the request 
queuing in col.30, lines 12-21). 
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21 . As to claim 33, Brown also included a second hardware accelerator unit 
(e.g.seefig.3(HW ACC 2). 

22. As to claims 42,43, Brown was also directed to integrated circuit because it was 
an embedded DSP system (e.g. see col. 10-25). 

23. As to claims 48,49, Childers also included plurality of integrated circuits (see 
col.1 , lines 39-40). 

24. Claim 1 6 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Childers et 
a\. (5,986,913) in view of Brown (5,872,993) . 

25. As to claim 16, the limitation of parent claim 1 have been discussed above , 
therefore, it will not be repeated herein. Childers did not specifically show the hardware 
accelerator as claimed. However, Brown disclosed a hardware accelerator unit (e.g. see 
fig.3 (HW ACC 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use 
Brown in Childers because the use of Brown could provide capability into Childers to 
accept additional processing function of the input data. 

26. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a) Yoshida (5,428,812) is cited for the teaching of the variable number of 
processing elements with the packet size (see col. 6, lines 15-56). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Pan whose telephone number is 703 305 9696, or 
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the new number 571 272 4172. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 
8:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chan, can be reached on 703 305 9712, or the new number 571 272 4162. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703 306 5404. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). j 

21 Century Strategic Plan //7 



